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decisions on USFS lands and adhering to statutory guidance on collaboration. Drawing on comparative research of the first ten projects enrolled in the CFLRP, this paper describes how USFS personnel navigated this tension and played roles in each collaborative categorized as leadership, membership, involvement and intermittence. It concludes by suggesting that agency staff engage in collaborative dialogue on substantive issues while operating from an "arm's 15 length" posture procedurally. This approach can minimize time and energy spent dealing with procedural concerns while allowing agency employees and collaborators to share knowledge, information, ideas and perspectives to make better informed decisions as they undertake landscape scale ecological restoration work.
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Management and Policy Implications
This research suggests approaches for engaging in collaborative landscape scale ecological restoration while balancing the tensions of agency authority and levels of engagement in collaboration. Through an analysis of the experiences of the first ten CFLRP landscape projects, the paper argues that USFS staff and collaborators might be well served to engage in 25 collaborative dialogue on substantive matters while maintaining an "arm's length" posture procedurally. These cases suggest that when agency employees play too strong a role in collaborative decision making processes, they risk being challenged on procedural grounds.
These challenges focus attention on procedural concerns and can hamper dialogue on substantive issues. On the other hand, agency staff and collaborators avoided procedural concerns when they promote the use of small-diameter woody biomass while requiring collaboration throughout planning and implementation. In their overview of the CFLRP, Schultz et al. (2012, p. 389) rightly suggest that one of the central challenges to these projects will be "striking a balance between honoring the zone of agreement [among] stakeholders … with the fact that the USFS must abide by the requirements of the Federal Advisory Committee Act, retain decision-making 50 authority within the agency, and avoid making specific decisions about on-the-ground actions prior to the NEPA process." In this context, agency employees must determine the extent to which they can engage with collaborative groups while ensuring compliance with other statutory guidance about collaboration and land management decision making processes. Through comparative case studies of the first ten CFLRP projects, this research illuminates how USFS 55 personnel navigate tensions between agency authority and collaborative engagement in landscape scale management and suggests implications for collaborative public lands management.
Tensions of Collaboration in the USFS
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Since the late 1960s, the USFS has been evolving from a tightly insular to a more open organization incorporating multiple values to influence management of national forests (Tipple & Wellman, 1991) . The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 set the stage for this transformation as it increased transparency and allowed the public to challenge agency decisions on procedural grounds. The National Forest Management Act (NFMA) of 1976 65 reinforced public involvement in land management planning. Since announcing a shift to ecosystem and landscape-scale management in the 1990s (Cortner & Moote, 1999; Predmore, Copenheaver, & Mortimer, 2008) , collaboration has become widely touted in agency documents and speeches at all levels.
Despite growing calls for public engagement, the USFS has an uneasy relationship with 70 collaboration. Collaboration implies a level of power sharing (Bryson & Crosby, 1992 ; Gray, 1989; Innes & Booher, 2010; Margerum, 2011) . As Margerum (1999, p. 190) clarifies, collaboration "requires that [participating organizations] give up some of their autonomy and share decision making powers." While collaboration does not inherently require relinquishing authority, the call for collaboration may create expectations that stakeholders will have a say in 75 management decisions. Moreover, effective collaboration implies that participants will engage in dialogue with a diverse array of stakeholders who are interdependent and willing to share knowledge, information and expertise, expanding understanding beyond that which any one stakeholder group would have access to on their own (Innes and Booher, 2010 ). Yet, public land management agencies are vested with the authority to make decisions which cannot be 80 relinquished to a collaborative group and they have to follow specific procedures for participating in collaboration. Thus, as the agency has incorporated collaboration into planning and management, USFS personnel have had to navigate a core tension between collaborative engagement and agency authority.
Part of this tension relates to statutory guidance. Collaborative groups established or 85 utilized by a federal agency may be governed by the provisions of the Federal Advisory Committee Act (FACA). FACA was developed when administrative agencies were widely criticized for working with powerful interests through "closed door advisory groups" (Wondolleck & Yaffee, 2000, p. 242) . To counter this collusion, the act specifies provisions for inclusion, transparency, and public record keeping.
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Whether a collaborative group needs to be authorized as a FACA committee is a question that both agency personnel and stakeholders at times may struggle to answer. The Council of Environmental Quality (CEQ) specifies that FACA applies when three conditions are met: 1) the "federal agency establishes the group" and exerts some level of control or management over the group, 2) "the group includes…individuals who are not" associated with government, and 3) "the product of the 95 collaboration is group or collective advice to the federal agency" (2007, p. 91) . If these three conditions are not met, the collaborative group does not need to be authorized under FACA. If any of these conditions are in question, the agency's participation in a collaborative group may be subject to internal or judicial review.
Because of the lack of clarity around procedural requirements associated with FACA, the 100 act may deter collaboration as much as encourage high quality processes. Many scholars note that "FACA fear" or "FACA-phobia" has limited the ability of federal agencies and nongovernmental organizations to collaborate in natural resources and public lands management (Fellman, 2009; Koontz et al., 2004; Long & Beierle, 1999; Lynch, 1996; Norris-York, 1996) .
Agency personnel seek to avoid what some have characterized as a "burdensome FACA-105 chartering process" to formalize procedures, undertake record keeping tasks, and conduct which imposes "considerable costs in time and flexibility" (Wondolleck & Yaffee, 2000, p. 243) .
Beyond burdensome procedures, the process is initiated by an act of Congress to establish a nondiscretionary statutory FACA committee or by the Office of the President which can establish discretionary FACA committees (anonymous reviewer). Moreover, agency personnel fear 110 litigation which is at least partly the result of ambiguities in the act left unresolved by the courts (Fellman, 2009; Long & Beierle, 1999; Moote & McClaran, 1997 Accordingly, USFS employees must determine how extensively to engage in 140 collaboration without compromising authority to manage national forest lands while adhering to statutory guidance about how to collaborate. This tension comes to a head in CFRLP where guidance that requires collaborative engagement is set against statutes such as NEPA and FACA which define the nature of collaboration and the extent to which the agency can rely on collaborative input.
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Methods
Through comparative study of the first 10 projects funded under the CFLRP, this research seeks to contribute to our understanding of how USFS employees navigate tensions posed by engaging in collaboration without compromising agency authority. I chose to limit the study to the first ten CFLRP awardees given that the purpose of the research is to identify both the 150 starting point for each collaborative, and changes that may arise over time. The second round of 13 projects was not chosen until 2012, constraining any longitudinal analysis. Table 1 lists the first 10 CFLRP landscape project regions, names, states, collaborative group names, landscape sizes and National Forests within project boundaries. For a more comprehensive overview of CFLRP and general characteristics of the first 10 projects, see Schultz et al. (2012) . This research utilizes a multiple case study research design (Creswell, 1998; Yin, 2003) to identify similarities and distinctions across cases operating under relatively similar an open source qualitative data analysis software, and analyzed using a grounded theory methodology. Grounded theory is an inductive investigative process that aims to formulate theory using a coding paradigm, examining the conditions, context, strategies, and consequences 185 related to the phenomenon of interest (Charmaz, 2006; Strauss & Corbin, 1990) . WEFT-QDA facilitates data management and analysis as the researcher assigns ideas or action descriptions with category names based on thematic similarities. The data collection and analysis proceeds simultaneously as the researcher continuously modifies and reinterprets initial theoretical constructs while feeding new data into the analysis to complete the ''grounding'' of the theory.
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Cross case comparative analysis involves developing coding schema within each case and then across cases for comparative purposes. This allows for identifying both unique as well as similar aspects across cases to enrich the analysis and interpretation. The author conducted member checks to ensure that project descriptions resonated with participants and that quotes accurately conveyed the information as intended by interviewees. To protect confidentiality, no names are 195 provided; only generic affiliations.
USFS Levels of Engagement
The analysis of the extent to which USFS employees engage in the CFLRP collaboratives reveals four levels of engagement: leadership, membership, involvement, and intermittence.
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These levels of engagement can be differentiated across two dimensions. The Selway Middle Fork landscape project is guided by the Clearwater Basin Collaborative (CBC). CBC operating protocols clarify that the USFS will play a supporting role and will not be a voting member. However, agency staff contribute substantively to collaborative dialogue. At monthly meetings, USFS attendance is usually quite high and staff frequently deliver presentations. As one CBC member reflected on the USFS role, "from the beginning 345 they've been an absolutely integral partner in the collaborative and in our success… CFLR really helped cement some of those on the ground relationships with Forest Service staff and gave us a more tangible way to interact with them" (Interview, ). An agency employee claims that the collaborative helps work through value differences and shapes projects by providing substantive input (Interview, some of these tensions began to ease as agency personnel engaged more regularly in collaborative dialogue (Interview, . Completing some of the major work on a nearly 600,000 acre Draft Environmental Impact Statement reduced some of the intense workload which had constrained agency employee participation. Also, moving into the public engagement phases of the NEPA process alleviated some of the perceived procedural barriers. Thus, while 390 agency engagement in the 4FRI collaborative was tentative early in the process, it appears to be shifting overtime toward the "involvement" category.
Implications
Given the varied levels of engagement of USFS employees in CFLRP collaboratives 395 described above, this section explores how agency staff working in these different models are balancing participation in collaborative dialogue on substantive matters while adhering to procedural and legal guidance in decision making. First, it outlines how agency employees and the collaborative groups have responded to tensions that have emerged based on interpretations of statutory guidance, particularly FACA, which has arisen as a procedural concern in several of 400 the collaboratives. Where USFS staff are highly integrated in the collaborative, tensions have been highest and changes to collaborative structures have emerged. Secondly, it specifies how USFS staff participation in substantive dialogue with stakeholders may be most effectively accomplished through an arm's length posture from collaborative decision making which minimizes procedural concerns. This posture, best captured in the "involvement" category, does 405 not limit participation in substantive dialogue when agency personnel are willing to engage.
Collaboration in the Shadow of FACA
The extent of agency involvement in CFLRP collaboratives is mediated in part by FACA.
CFLRP collaboratives are not specifically governed by FACA as they are not exclusive advisory agency staff maintained distance from the collaborative from the outset, arguing that they could not privilege recommendations from the collaborative over other members of the public. As one USFS staff member observed, while some stakeholders "would really like more decision space and a commitment to use their products as written, obviously that's a FACA violation and it's not going to happen" (Interview, .
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This posture has led to some tensions between agency staff and members of the collaborative and has hindered more substantive dialogue according to some interviewees. One stakeholder in particular noted that for more than a year, the USFS staff would not ask questions at stakeholder meetings for fear of giving the impression that responses from the stakeholder group would be used as advisory input. He notes that USFS staff "would attend some meetings 425 and listen, and sometimes participate, but never convey to the stakeholders that anything they did would be considered with any weight or given any influence" (Interview, 12-12-11).
On the SWJM, concerns about potential FACA violations arose among new agency leadership which led to a shift toward intermittent communication with the collaborative.
Agency staff disengaged and the collaborative group did not meet for nearly a year. Since then, 
Arm's Length Collaboration
The call for collaboration implicitly suggests that stakeholders who participate will have 460 a level of influence over agency decisions. In the CFLRP, this influence has the potential to shape decisions across a large geographic area (landscape scale) and over a relatively long period of time (the program is scheduled to run for ten years). In this context, where authority to make final decisions rests (a legally defined reality) may be less important than the substance of the decisions made. Thus, agency employees have to determine the extent to which they should 465 participate in collaborative dialogue as well as the extent to which they can or should share collaborative decision making authority. Stated differently, on one hand, they have to figure out how to engage in dialogue about substantive issues relative to ecological restoration so that they clarifies that "ultimately folks know it is the agency's decision" but he appreciates that the collaborative has "substantive input" into the planning and implementation work as they "air out their beliefs and form recommendations" which the forest staff take seriously (Interview, 2-1-505 12). One of the stakeholders on the CBC points out that "Ultimately, the forest supervisors are the decision makers. We simply provide recommendations as members of the public. That being said, to date, they have shown a great deal of appreciation and respect for our consensus opinions and input" (interview 10-19-11). In each of these cases, USFS employees maintain an arm's length posture procedurally, allowing the collaborative body to make decisions and 510 develop recommendations on their own. However, the collaborative has substantive input into agency decisions as staff take collaborative recommendations into account. Moreover, agency employees contribute to shaping collaborative recommendations as they engage in dialogue, sharing data and opinions while working through thorny issues and areas of disagreement with collaborators.
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Notably, it appears that several collaboratives are shifting toward the "involvement" category and away from higher levels of integration. The SWCC developed a new charter where the agency no long plays a leadership role although it maintains voting membership. According to some interviewees, the 4FRI collaborative seems to be shifting to the involvement category with more regular agency personnel engagement in dialogue in the latter part of 2012. The 520 SWJM collaborative, after moving from leadership to intermittence, may be moving toward involvement with the creation of a new collaborative body with clear procedural separation from the agency but a commitment to collaborative dialogue.
Depending on how it is undertaken, the collaborative process can enable dialogic interactions, build relationships and trust, and facilitate working through ideas, disagreements, 525 information and knowledge among diverse stakeholders (Innes & Booher, 2010; Margerum, 2011 However, given the potential for procedural challenges to divert attention or where substantive interaction is otherwise limited through lack of opportunity for dialogue, it seems fruitful for the agency to orient toward "involvement." At least in these CFLRP cases, such a posture minimizes procedural distractions in a complex institutional context while taking advantage of the potential 550 benefits that arise in collaborative dialogue on substantive issues.
Conclusion
A fundamental tension in collaborative public lands management is how to adhere to legally defined procedures for decision making while engaging substantively in collaboration.
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The CFLRP brings this tension to a head as it requires collaboration not only in restoration planning, but also in implementation which previously had been largely insular. How stakeholders and agency personnel are navigating this tension in CFLRP collaboratives is
instructive. and collaborative decisions, diverse and inclusive representation on the collaborative, and opportunities for regular and consistent participation in collaborative dialogue ensured a focus on substantive matters and avoided many procedural concerns. On the other hand, a well designed collaborative structure is only a necessary but insufficient condition in ensuring consistent and substantive engagement on the part of USFS employees. A lot depends on the posture and 575 comfort level of participating staff members as much as it does on the structure of the collaborative entity.
Finally, collaboration at arm's length, at least on procedural grounds, may be a useful posture for agency staff. Higher levels of integration in collaborative decision making structures often exacerbated concerns about procedural issues. Collaboratives where the agency played a 580 leadership role had the greatest tension, and, as a result, this level of engagement appears to be eroding. Responding to these concerns required stakeholders and USFS staff to address procedural issues and potentially hampered their ability to engage in dialogue on substantive issues.
The choice before the agency is not about relinquishing authority, but about how 585 extensively to engage in dialogue on substantive issues with interested stakeholders concerning public lands management projects. The importance of engaging in collaborative dialogue is heightened in the context of landscape scale ecological restoration as the issues and options cut across jurisdictions, organizations, and disciplines. Such dialogue has the potential to allow agency personnel and stakeholders to work through issues and bring a range of ideas, 590 perspectives, values, expertise, and knowledge to develop better informed decisions for more effective restoration on public lands. An arm's length approach to agency integration into collaborative structures ensures statutory compliance and more easily satisfies stakeholders who question whether the agency might co-opt collaborative processes if the role agency staff play is too strong. However, it is well within statutory guidance to create space for substantive 595 interaction and dialogue as stakeholders and agency personnel mutually define the nature of the problem they are addressing, jointly develop options, and engage in multi-party monitoring to enable learning and adaptive management.
